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ATTENDEES 

 Town: Bill Finger 

 VTrans: James Brady, Judith Ehlrich, Kyle Obenauer, Joel Perrigo, Jen Russell 

 VHB: Mark Colgan, Brad Ketterling, Megan Suffel 

   

1. General Updates 

a. Analysis of alternatives is scheduled to be completed by October 2015. 

b. Early Release Package of the temporary parking garage, microtunneling and the access road will be a 

separate contract and look like a stand-alone project, but combined into one package. The Early 

Release Package is scheduled to start construction April 2016 and will require an “all-clear” 

beforehand. 

c. Judith asked if things have changed dramatically since the 2013 permits. Have the 106 permits been 

separated? 

i. Jen stated that there are no archeological issues with the access road, although they have not 

evaluated the new full length south of Cross Street. A note will be included that the limits 

have been extended and make an amendment to the past document. There will have to be a 

conversation with Rob Sikora (FHWA) to let him know about changes to the access road. We 

should include an explanation that it’s on a previously disturbed alignment. 

ii. This access road is the same that was used during the construction of the Cross Street Bridge. 

The landowner has previously agreed to allow the temporary access road to cross his land. 

iii. The town received a letter from a handful of building owners. VTrans is looking to VHB for a 

recommended building inventory and comparison of the standard specifications to see if they 

appropriately address property owner concerns 

2. Soil Management 

a. Andy Shively is the State contact and there should be a separate meeting set up with him. 

b. New soil management regulations adopted in July were put into place.  

c. VTrans is becoming more strict on leaving contaminated soil on site.  
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3. NEPA Compliance 

a. Brad asked if a categorical exclusion (CE) was sufficient for documentation. 

i. Yes, maybe it could be a memo that Rob Sikora could sign off on since this is a high-profile 

project. 

ii. We need to be clear that the alternatives that were already looked into are still valid and that 

we don’t want to have to reevaluate things that we don’t have to per Mark. 

b. The temporary parking garage has two potential locations. The town hasn’t decided where exactly 

where it’s going, but it will be on existing parking spaces. 

i. Will there be foundation going into the ground? 

1. Most likely no, there will be some kind of steel plate on the surface acting as the 

foundation per Bill. 

c. Jen advised to keep the construction limits tight by the access road to avoid anything beyond the 

triangle of land west of the temporary road. There shouldn’t be a problem if disturbances are the 

same as the previous Cross Street Bridge Project, but be sure to explain that clearly. 

i. Seed and mulch will be used post-construction to return to the original state 

ii. What about the trees on the lower bank? There was an initial concern about the dead trees 

being good for bats. Will there be any tree clearing? 

1. There is some tree clearing. Clearing is expected to be minimal and should not have 

an effect on bat habitat. 

4. Section 106 Determination of Effect / Section 4(f) De Minimis Re-evaluation 

a. A question was posed as to whether the insurance building could be impacted or removed. 

b. Public consultation is needed for Section 106 and reasoning needs to be presented as to why the 

insurance building may be coming down. 

c. ROW Acquisition for the ACTR Relocation 

i. Mark asked if the relocation required to go through NEPA or 4(f). 

1. Joel will coordinate further with ROW and Legal but did not think it was required. 

ii. VTrans is giving a cash settlement to the bus company to relocate and is suggesting locations 

to the town on where to put it. 
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1. Judith requested some kind of documentation for her files that says that this is 

happening and what the town plans on doing for permitting. 

d. Changes in the extent of temporary and permanent easements 

i. Per Judith, no need to make changes for minor tweaks but any big changes will need to be 

evaluated. 

ii. VHB will provide a tabulated sheet of ROW impact changes. 

e. Potential removal of Bourdon Insurance Company Building 

i. Is this a circulated Section 4(f)? 

1. Not likely 

ii. There is a 4 week process for VTrans to review a De Minimus 4(f) and FHWA has a typical 30 

day review period for De Minimus 4(f). 

iii. Most likely 180 days for a circulated 4(f) evaluation because it gets sent to Washington for 

review. It could also take much longer. 

iv. The main block is historic, so we want to limit the changes made to downtown. This insurance 

building should still be considered historic and should not be removed. But if there is 

absolutely no other solution, we can discuss further. 

5. Questions and Next Steps 

a. Update the permitting section of the schedule and send it to Joel for input 

b. Reach out to Andy Shively to discuss soil management plan. 

c. If there is another Section 106 meeting, we would want to warn the meeting of the insurance building 

impacts, providing details and pictures of the building so that there is more of a discussion. 

d. Schedule meeting with Rob Sikora to let him know about access road changes. 

e. Provide summary of ROW impact changes. 

f. Confirm permitting needs for temporary ACTR relocation 

 

The recorder has attempted to summarize discussions held during this meeting as accurately as possible. If there are any 

items that are misrepresented, please contact the recorder within ten working days. In the absence of any corrections or 

clarifications, it will be understood that these notes accurately summarize the discussion at the meeting. 


